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REMARKS 

In the Non-Final Office Action of September 25, 2007, the Examiner has rejected claims 
1,2, 4-7, 9-12, 14 and 15. Reconsideration and allowance of outstanding claims 1, 2, 4-7, 9-12, 
1 4 and 1 5 in view of the following remarks are requested. 

A, Rejection of Claims 1, 2, 4-7, 9-12, 14 and 15 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 6 and 11, under 35 USC § 103(a), as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Publication Number 2003/0128696 to Wengrovitz ("Wengrovitz") in 
view of Sengodan, et. al. (USPN 6,918,034) ("Sengodan"). For the reasons stated below, 
applicant respectfully disagrees. 

First, applicant appreciates the Examiner's acknowledgment that Wengrovitz fails to 
teach an encryption unit configured to receive a voice block and generate an encrypted voice 
block, said voice block having a block size, wherein said packet size is not divisible by said 
block size and yields a remainder. 

Turning to Sengodan, applicant respectfully submits that Sengodan fails to disclose, teach 
or suggest "a packet block manager configured to divide said encoded voice packet into a 
plurality of first voice blocks each having said block size, and provide said plurality of first voice 
blocks to said encryption unit, said packet block manager further configured to create a 
remainder voice block having said block size and including remainder bytes of said encoded 
voice packet and additional bytes from said plurality of first voice blocks and provide said 
remainder voice block to said encryption unit' 1 
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With respect to the mini-packets, Sengodan explains, as follows (see col. 8, lines 2-21 ): 



invention. Hist, a decision is made as u«- whether Mw 
roini-packci is cocrypicd 410. if ; iu mini-pJtckci is 
i:m ry^ioo 420. p£drijft£ is .itldcd. If ihc input (jn iu;d dais) is 
i>j' -n" and iiic hkvk si A- lhcn the aiikhhii ut" 

pAtldin^ p" i> given !>y: 

iwi'-JPiloioy*- J *.* 

li i:?>vcii thai si.jmlw r,l ^>acl<.lii3>;. hyics \ alio fmiii 
n«c l«i k. Kit*. 5 iliuxt rates p.iik(vrl nimvpadtel 5<H) 
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|M',cUl 510 includes :i d.il:: l»K:ck 512. Padding of i 522 
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poira.N vA' the security ;sss;vi:iii«.ni *it< :i\> \»iv-i»f ('*; ciierypiisMi 
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the JMifti-jVK-kel fi-si>ks :tl flic- Us*. hy:*i 524 tfekfnim<' the 
nil nil mm s»l p.'njthojs l>ytv.- 522 -,im>1. 

First, it is respectfully submitted that Sengodan fails to teach, disclose or suggest "divide 
said encoded voice packet into a plurality of first voice blocks each having said block size" and 
"create a remainder voice block having said block size." The Examiner should note that mini- 
packets, as described in Sengodan, are not created as a result of dividing larger packets or some 
macro packets. Rather, as explained in the background section of Sengodan, these mini-packets 
are just smaller than typical packets, and are multiplexed in RTP payloads. (Col. 3, lines 48-50.) 
In other words, the mini-packets are called mini-packets due to their size and not division of a 
larger voice packet into smaller voice packets. Further, there is no disclosure, teaching or 
suggestion in Sengodan that the mini-packets themselves are further divided. Therefore, 
applicant respectfully submits that there is no statement in Sengodan that an encoded voice 
packet is received and divided into a plurality of first voice blocks and a remainder voice block. 
Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to point out where in Sengodan it is disclosed that 
mini-packets are divided up or that mini-packets are the result of division of larger packets. 
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Since no such disclosure is found in Sengodan or even taught or suggested, it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 1 is patentably distinguishable over the cited references. 

. Even more importantly, Sengodan states that "padding bytes" could be arbitrarily chosen 
( see col. 8, lines 16-17) (The p-1 padding byte 522 could be arbitrarily chosen"), and it does not 
disclose, teach or suggest "remainder voice block having said block size and including remainder 
bytes of said encoded voice packet and additional bytes from said plurality of first voice blocks ." 
This is a significant distinction as Sengodan fails to disclose, teach or suggest that "additional 
bytes" are chosen "from said plurality of first voice blocks." In fact, Sengodan teaches away 
from the invention of claim 1 by stating that the additional bytes could be arbitrarily chosen and 
by totally ignoring the significance of the above limitations of claim 1, which requires 
"additional bytes" to be chosen "from said plurality of first voice blocks." 

Applicant respectfully submits that at least for the reasons stated above, claim 1 of the 
present application is patentably distinguishable over Wengrovitz in view of Sengodan. Further, 
independent claims 6 and 11 include limitations similar to those of claim 1, and should be 
allowed for the same reasons. 

Further, applicant respectfully submits that claims 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14 and 15 depend 
from claims 1, 6 and 11, respectively, and should be allowed at least for the same reasons stated 
above in conjunction with patentability of claim 1. 
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B. Conclusion 

For all the foregoing reasons, an early Notice of Allowance directed to claims 1, 2, 4-7, 9- 
12, 14 and 1 5 is respectfully requested. 



FAR J AMI & FAR J AMI LLP 
26522 La Alameda Ave., Suite 360 
Mission Viejo, California 92691 
Telephone: (949)282-1000 
Facsimile: (949)282-1002 



Respectfully Submitted, 
FARJAMI & FARJAMI LLP 




/farshad Farjami /> 
' Reg. No. 41,0.14' 
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